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DETAILED ACTION 

Continued Examination Under 3 7 CFR LI 14 

1. A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 3/6/07 has been entered. 

Election/Restrictions 

2. This application contains claims 20-21 drawn to an invention nonelected. A complete 
reply to the final rejection must include cancellation of nonelected claims or other appropriate 
action (37 CFR 1.144) See MPEP § 821.01. 

Prosecution History 

3. The amendment filed with the RCE on 3/6/07 is identical to the amendment after final 
under 37 CFR 1.116 filed on 12/1 1/06. In response to the 1 16 Amendment of 12/1 1/06, the 
advisory action mailed on 12/28/06 stated that the 1 16 Amendment will be entered for appeal 
purposes and 112 rejection applied to claim 19 and 102(b) rejections applied to claims 18, 19 and 
22-23 were overcome by the 116 Amendment. Since the remaining claims 1-17 and 20-21 
remain unchanged and the rejections as applied to claims 1-17 also remain unchanged, then, this 
office action is made Final. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

4. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

5. Claims 6-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Anderson (U. S. 
Pat. 5,870,797). 

Anderson shows a surface drying system comprising: a vacuum mat 1 1 having a surface 

» 

with at least one vacuum port (at 12) and a plurality of channels 10; and a vacuum source 33 
connected with the port, wherein the vacuum source creates an enclosure of negative pressure 
within the perimeter of the mat and urges water to flow through the channels towards the vacuum 
source to effect moisture removal. For claims 7-8, see Fig. 1C. For claim 9, manifold 13 having 
at least one nozzle, the first end of the nozzle in fluid communication with the vacuum source 33 
and the second end of the nozzle in fluid communication with the mat 1 1 . 

6. Claims 6-9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Wenander (U. S. 
Pat. 4,203,714). 

Wenander shows a surface drying system comprising: a vacuum mat 2, 5-7 having a 
surface with at least one vacuum port 1 1 and a plurality of channels (between 9); and a vacuum 
source (col. 2, lines 35-36) connected with the port, wherein the vacuum source creates ah 
enclosure of negative pressure within the perimeter of the mat and urges water to flow through 
the channels towards the vacuum source to effect moisture removal. For claims 7-8, see Fig. 1 . 
For claim 9, manifold 3 having at least one nozzle 4, the first end of the nozzle in fluid 
communication with the vacuum source and the second end of the nozzle in fluid communication 
with the mat. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

7. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can be found 
in a prior Office action. 

8. Claims 1 1-16 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Wenander 
(U.S.Pat. 4,203,714). 

Wenander shows a system for removing moisture, the system comprising: a means 
(inherent by hand or other device) for placing at least one water impermeable vacuum mat 2,5-6 
having a manifold 3 over a surface 1, the mat configured to have a lattice formation, the lattice 
formation providing spaces; a means (not shown, inherent) for connecting the manifold with a 
vacuum source; and a means (col. 2, lines 35-36) for applying a vacuum, wherein negative 
pressure causes water to flow through the spaces within the lattice formation to the vacuum 
source to effect moisture removal underneath and from the surface. Wenander discloses the 
claimed invention except for the manifold integrally formed with vacuum mat. It would have 
been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to form 
the manifold integrally with the vacuum mat, since it has been held that forming in one piece an 
article which has formerly been formed in two pieces and put together involves only routine skill 
in the art. In re Larson, 144 USPQ 347,349 (CCPA 1965). With regard to the claimed multiple 
vacuum mats in claim 14, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to provide the vacuum system with multiple vacuum mats, since 
it has been held that mere duplication of the essential working parts of a device involve only 
routine skill in the art. In re Harza, 274 F. 2d 669, 124 USPQ 378 (CCPA 1960). With regard to 
a second vacuum mat placed on a second plane as claimed in claim 16, it would have been an 
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obvious matter of design choice to place any number of vacuum mat on any desired plane in 
order to obtain the optimum result since applicant has not disclosed that the claimed step of 
placing second vacuum mat on second plane solves any stated problem in a new or unexpected 
way or is for any particular purpose which is unobvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

9. Claims 1-5, 10, 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Anderson (U. S. Pat. 5,870,797) or Wenander (U. S. Pat. 4,203,714). 

The moisture removing apparatus of Anderson or Wenander as above includes all that is 
recited in claim 1-5, 10 and 17 except for using a vacuum chamber for removing the water from 
a surface. However, it would have been obvious to one skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to substitute a vacuum chamber for the vacuum mat of Anderson or Wenander for 
removing the water from a surface since applicants admitted that embodiment of the claimed 
design in claims 1-5, 10 and 17 is obvious variation of the embodiment as claimed in claims 6-9, 
1 1-16 to one ordinary skill in the art therefore the claims 1-5, 10, 17 and claims 6-9, 1 1-16 are 
not separate and distinct (see last line of page one of the election filed on 8/15/05). 

Response to Arguments 

1 0. Applicant's arguments filed 12/1 1/06 and 3/6/07 have been fully considered but they 

are not persuasive to overcome the rejection. First, claims presented failed to structurally define 
over the prior art references. Second, on page 6 of Remarks of filed 3/6/07, the applicant 
traversed the rejection of claims 6-9 because the applicant does not agree how the language in 
claim 6, "a vacuum mat having a surface with a least one vacuum port and a plurality of 
channels" could be reasonably interpreted to mean anything other than the port and the channels. 
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The applicant also argued that the port and the channels are part of a mat. The examiner urges 
the applicant to diagram the broad claims 6-11. In this case, Anderson clearly shows a surface 
drying system comprising: a vacuum mat 1 1 having a surface (below 10) with at least one 
vacuum port (at 12) and a plurality of channels 10; and a vacuum source 33 connected with the 
port, wherein the vacuum source creates an enclosure of negative pressure within the perimeter . 
of the mat and urges water to flow through the channels towards the vacuum source to effect 
moisture removal. The broad claims are clearly anticipated by Anderson patent. Again, the 
examiner invites the applicant to point out any structural limitations in broad claims that the 
references do not teach or show. Third, on page 7 of the Remarks, the applicant argued that 
Wenander patent does not anticipate claims 6-9 and 11-15 because the applicant disagrees with 
the examiner's interpretation of Wenander patent. In particular, the applicant argues that the 
cover 2, the distance net 5, a lower cloth or sheet 6 and small holes 7 could not be reasonably 
lumped together and characterized as "a vacuum mat". Again, the applicant is urged to diagram 
his broad claims in order to better appreciate the examiner's interpretation of the prior art 
references. Broad claims presented simply failed to structurally define over the prior art 
references. Nowhere in the broad claims 6-15 did the applicant structurally define his water 
removal mat that is structurally different from the prior art references. At this point, the examiner 
does not believe the broad claims presented are structurally define over the prior art references. 
Therefore, claims are anticipated by the prior art references. Fourth, on pages 8-9 of the 
Remarks, the applicant argued that the prior art references failed to show or teach "placing at 
least one vacuum mat having at least one integrally formed manifold over a surface, the mat 
configured to have a lattice channels, the lattice formation providing spaces". In this case, 
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Wenander discloses the claimed invention except for the manifold integrally formed with 
vacuum mat. It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to form the manifold integrally 
with the vacuum mat, since it has been held that forming in one piece an article which has 
formerly been formed in two pieces and put together involves only routine skill in the art. In re 
Larson, 144 USPQ 347,349 (CCPA 1965). Again, broad claims failed to structurally define over 
the prior art references as stated in the rejection above. Fifth, on pages 9-10 of the Remarks, the 
applicant argued that the prior art reference, Anderson patent, failed to show or teach "a vacuum 
mat having a surface with a least one vacuum port and a plurality of channels". Examiner 
disagreed. Anderson patent does show a surface drying system comprising: a vacuum mat 1 1 
having a surface with at least one vacuum port (at 12) and a plurality of channels 10; and a 
vacuum source 33 connected with the port, wherein the vacuum source creates an enclosure of 
negative pressure within the perimeter of the mat and urges water to flow through the channels 
towards the vacuum source to effect moisture removal. There is no structural difference between 
the claimed drying system and the drying system of Anderson. 

Conclusion 

11. This is a RCE of applicant's earlier Application No. 10/785,383. All claims are drawn to 
the same invention claimed in the earlier application and could have been finally rejected on the 
grounds and art of record in the next Office action if they had been entered in the earlier 
application. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL even though it is a first action in 
this case. See MPEP § 706.07(b). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 
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A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no, however, 
event will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of 
this final action. 

12. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Jiping Lu whose telephone number is 571 272 4878. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 9:00 AM - 5:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, KENNETH RINEHART can be reached on 571 272-4881. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Jiping_Jim 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3749 
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